Whether concerned with kinship or with kula, anthropology's interest in credit and debt goes back to the very beginnings of the discipline. Nevertheless, this review dedicates itself primarily to more recent research trends into credit and debt's powerful nature and effects. Following Mauss, credit and debt are treated as an indissoluble dyad that contributes to diverse regulatory mechanisms of sociality, time, space, and the body. Anthropology's overarching contribution to this field of inquiry rotates around its refusal to segregate the moral from the material, seeing the ubiquitous moral debates surrounding credit and debt in various ethnographic settings as coconstitutive of their material effects. 
INTRODUCTION
When one surveys decades of anthropological literature on credit and debt, an astonishing consistency shines through much of the ethnographic data. Seemingly everywhere that credit and debt are discussed, we find many informants who enunciate a moral stance that credit is considered beneficial and liberating for the creditor (e.g., Nugent 1996 , Truitt 2007 , Zelizer 1994 , whereas indebtedness is more likely to be seen as burdensome and imprisoning for the debtor (e.g., Howe 1998 , Lowrey 2006 , Taussig 1987 . According to this frequently voiced opinion, the former is productive and the latter destructive, which sits in striking contrast with Rabelais's almost Maussian celebration of indebtedness in the epigraph above. 1 This hierarchy between credit and debt is so pervasive that Maine (1866) noticed long ago a deep and sustained favoritism directed toward creditors in many legal systems. In short, a near universal crystallizes out from ethnographic reports, in which local populations describe credit as power and debt as weakness.
Long ago, Mauss (1954) examined the ubiquity of this common belief, and his research led him to develop his now axiomatic paradox regarding credit and debt relations. In The Gift (anthropology's foundational text on credit and debt), Mauss asserts that credit and debt greatly contribute to the building of hierarchy and dominance, but they are also the keys to building group solidarity. Malinowski's (1922) evidence that the "handing over of wealth is the expression of the superiority of the giver over the recipient" goes hand-in-hand with building a cohesive and peaceful trade network still stands as the most famous ethnographic example of this paradox (p. 177). Simmel (1907) made the same point, a contrario, by speaking with such enthusiasm of a future society constituted more by a supposedly freer direct exchange, which would thereby be less colored by the inherently binding domination that he saw in credit and debt relations.
In the years since Mauss's opening salvo in favor of the benefits of debt, careful ethnographic work has lent credence to his notion that credit and debt stand as an inseparable, dyadic unit. As he writes, " [t] he nature and intentions of the contracting parties, the nature of the thing given, are all indivisible (1954, p. 60 , see also p. 36). Thus, because debt is always already a dyadic relation that requires its opposite, I henceforth refer to credit/debt rather than trying to distinguish the two, except when working to disentangle the dyad for specific reasons. Although popular understandings of the relationship between credit and debt, as documented by the ethnographers cited here, rely on a hierarchy between the two, anthropology's contribution to this field of inquiry has been not so much in avowing or disavowing the potential legitimacy of this folk theory, but instead in engaging its effects. In some instances, perhaps creditors are socially powerful usurers and debtors are their weak targets, but on other occasions, debtors can be enormously powerful too, as the American Insurance Group revealed to the global public in late 2008. Ethnographic inquiry can hope to clarify such matters, which may be viewed differently by different social parties at different times; indeed, scholars such as Dunn (2004) have even shown us that the same economic resource can be seen as a credit by one owner, but as a debt by a new owner to whom it is transferred.
To explore these matters further, we must first define credit/debt. Bourdieu (1972, pp. 3-9) , Guyer (2004 ), Gell (1992 , and Hart (2001) , as well as all economists, have insisted that the crucial defining feature of credit/debt is its ability to link the present to the past and the future. As Weber (1922) writes, "The term 'credit' in the most general sense will be used to designate any exchange of goods presently possessed against the promise of a future transfer of disposal over utilities, no matter what they may be" (p. 81). Seen in this straightforward light, credit is a method of lending concrete resources to an institution or an individual in the present and demanding (or hoping for) a return in the future.
But there is something additionally evocative afoot here for anthropologists. Marx goes so far as to deem credit "fictitious capital" because of its relationship to the speculative future (Marx 1894, p. 595) . In this sense, credit/debt can be seen as a method devised for a debtor to borrow speculative resources from his/her own future and transform them into concrete resources to be used in the present (Anderlini & Sabourian 1992, pp. 75-106) . For the individual granting the credit, it is the inverse: The creditor is denying him-/herself the use of concrete resources today in exchange for speculative gains in the future. Additionally, for agreements already in motion, credit/debt refers backward to specific actions in the past when an obligation was established. In so doing, contracting parties conjoin their respective futures and pasts, materializing their temporal bond, as it were. This definition of credit/debt as a material link between the past, the present, and the future then has consequences, as shown below, for the regulation and constitution of space and bodies as well. The review is therefore divided into sections addressing social regulation, temporal regulation, spatial regulation, and finally, bodily regulation.
In studying such boundary production and destruction, anthropologists and others have found that Munn's work (1986) has proven particularly inspirational (e.g., Appadurai 1986 , Coleman 2004 , Foster 1995 , Graeber 2001 , Harvey 1996 , Smith 2008 . By relating credit/debt to movement through "spacetime," Munn granted anthropologists a powerful tool for grasping its boundary-building capacity. According to her, credit allowed Gawans to move expansively through spacetime, whereas debt constricted movement in both time and space. Despite this apparent surface dichotomy, Munn clearly treats credit/debt as a Hegelian dialectical relation that creates a regulatory dynamic of "intersubjective spacetime " (e.g., 1986, pp. 63-67) . In this model, debt only appears to be constrictive, whereas it is, in fact, equally as generative as credit for the entire movement of the kula ring.
Increasingly, scholars have also been questioning the common hierarchy of credit/debt by taking inspiration from such figures as Bataille (1991) , insisting that debt might just as easily be represented as beneficial, and credit a hazard. Thomas (1991) , Keane (1997), and Coronil (1997) stand as some of those who are following a general trend encapsulated by Roitman's (2005) helpful formulation of "the productivity of debt." In deeply pursuing the question of how debt might, on occasion, function as a form of abundance instead of lack, Roitman shows how extensive ethnographic data can complicate the standard narratives handed down to us from Adam Smith and his fellow theorists of parsimony. She carefully notes the distinction between "sanctioned" and "unsanctioned" wealth and how these interrelate with one another to "legitimate a system of exclusion and inclusion" (Roitman 2005, p. 84). As for credit, separate contributions by Akin (1999) and Brison (1999) in Akin & Robbins's (1999) much cited collection provide us with equally fascinating instances of the perils of being a lender.
Strathern has argued convincingly that yet another pillar of the popular understanding within many societies of credit/debt must be challenged. According to her, it is vital to attend to the manner in which debts are pushed on debtors by excited creditors. In this assessment, debtors are not necessarily needy; rather, new needs are created to promote the need for new debts (Strathern 1992, pp. 169-91) . Masquelier (1997) and Williams (2004) attest to the validity of this insight, by showing the ways in which a sort of predatory lending might manifest itself in widely diverse situations. Even the evidence from Parry's (1986) influential paper and Raheja's (1988) pathbreaking effort in The Poison of the Gift might usefully be viewed in this light, where Gujars carrying "dan" are hoping to gift it to less-than-thrilled future debtors. Long ago, Murphy & Steward (1956) asserted that the colonial trading post might well have a universal capacity to pull people out of traditional life by allowing "the Indian to buy beyond his means" (p. 347). And, of course, Strathern's commentary seems even more convincing today, after America's infamous subprimelending crisis, which witnessed countless banks and brokers convincing people who could ill afford loans to take them nevertheless.
Works such as these allow us to see that anthropology has focused on the manner in which credit/debt as a dyadic unit helps to determine who stands inside and outside of community borders or who stands above or below (Gudeman 2001) . Credit/debt's role in the actual movement of economic resources helps accomplish this, but so too do the constant negotiation and positioning over the morality/immorality/amorality of the dyad itself. Thus it is not only the economic effects of credit/debt that gives it its immensely powerful capacity to construct and destroy community borders or build social hierarchy. It is also the interminable debate about credit/debt itself, what Roitman (2005, p. 73) crisply refers to as the "strategic stance" that we can watch unfold as people position themselves within the economic and moral spectrum of credit/debt relations.
SOCIAL BOUNDARIES
Motives for accumulating economic value (a prerequisite for credit/debt) can vary, as Weber famously pointed out in The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism (1905) . Since then, anthropologists have been quite adept at attending to the variant modalities and motives of economic storage (or its lack) and its consequent disbursal via credit/debt. Indeed, we have developed a technical vocabulary that can be easily misused by the nonspecialist. Terms of art such as "sharing" (Woodburn 1982), "reciprocity" (Mauss 1954) , "generalized" 2 and "restricted" exchange (Lévi-Strauss 1949 , Sahlins 1972 , "transfers" (Hunt 2002) , and "enactions" (Sneath 2006 ) all reflect our methodological insistence that the movement of economic resources through time and space via the mechanism of credit/debt cannot be merely reduced to "economic rationality" or "self-maximization." Anthropologists consistently seek out the flow of credit/debt in modalities outside the standard market for such instruments (Firth & Yamey 1964 , Gudeman 2001 , Gudeman & Rivera 1990 , Spyer 1997 .
In any discussion concerning anthropology's search for the noneconomic explanations of economic accumulation, the highly regarded work of Weiner (1992) must be mentioned. Weiner convincingly asserts that an "inalienable possession" motivates the circulation of lesser valuables in a credit/debt relationship among exchange partners. One party to the relationship tries to seize the immobile valuable, while the other attempts to hold onto it. In so doing, she focused on how a relative spectrum of alienability allowed for the materialization of social hierarchy to precipitate out of the evident flow of credit/debt. Weiner's focus on the special material objects that creditors withhold as signs of power inspired many ethnographers to look carefully for similar items held outside of the typical credit/debt nexus (e.g., Godelier 1999 , and the articles assembled in Myers 2001 represent excellent examples of this notion).
Following a slightly different strain in Mauss's text, much recent work has started to look at the market itself as a place that creates credit/debt bonds between people, even though it is supposedly organized to liquidate trades immediately. For example, Zaloom shows how men on the trading floor (the allegedly callous market incarnated in living form) manage to reinsert the morality of social obligations into Simmel's tit-for-tat trades. She quotes one trader who sounds almost to be reciting Bourdieu's analysis of the misrecognition inherent in all gift exchange (see also Derrida 1992): "There isn't any quid pro quo. But of course a local will be more willing to do things that would seem on the surface to be irrational. . .on the understanding or on the belief that later this human being he's trading with will remember" (Zaloom 2006, p. 100). He goes on to explain how one trading partner knowingly carried a loss for him. Zaloom asserts that, "by doing so, he strengthened his relationship of reciprocity with the broker" (Zaloom 2006, p. 100; see also Garsten & Lindh de Montoya 2004 , Yanagisako 2002 .
Considering important research findings such as these, we need no longer hew so closely to an ideal-typical dichotomy between "gifts and commodities," wherein the former "establishes personal qualitative relationships between subjects transacting," whereas the latter "establishes objective quantitative relationships between objects transacted" (Gregory 1982, p. 41) . A full update of the extensive giftcommodity debate is not possible here, but Gell (1992 ), Miller (1995 , Myers (2001) , and Robbins (2009) all cover its history more than amply. In a similar vein, Sykes (2005) provides a critique of anthropology itself by way of a careful examination of our theories of the gift.
Rather, regardless of whether the resources transferred are commodities or gifts, an attachment among the creditor, the debtor, and the resources remains, and this is surely one of the defining features of credit/debt. Instead, the main ideal-typical distinction between gifts and standard market forms of credit/debt may be a Graeberian (Graeber 2001) one: As Mauss knew well, they are both transferring resources across the spectrum of time, but the gift "contract" is silent and invisible (or "misrecognized"), whereas the commodity contract is enunciated and visible (for an illuminating study of written contracts, see Alexander 2001 ). But we should not assume, ipso facto, that this translates into gifts being a better or somehow more moral form of social glue than commodities.
In fact, recent nationwide and global market crises starkly remind us of the lack of alienation between people and things in commoditized credit/debt relations. Certainly, the original creditor or debtor may have become alienated from the products on the basis of their initial exchange (Carrier 1995 , Marx 1894 , but that does not mean that the product is itself alienated from all humanity, a mere floating and free signifier unattached to all social life (see Shipton 2009, p. 15 , for a discussion of how this is not merely a trait of "fast capitalism"). In the global credit crunch, we learned by hard experience that even depersonalized debt (LiPuma & Lee 2004) eventually comes due; the citizenry of the nation-state suddenly discovers, to its chagrin, its nonalienated attachment to debt instruments that it may not even have contractually initiated. Ethnographic examples of related processes are depicted in Coronil (1997) , Peebles (2004) , Song (2009), and Verdery (1996). 3 Such instances are actually part of a wider field of inquiry that could be called the socialization of debt, which has been covered in the anthropological record but has not had a great impact on analyses of capitalist credit/debt, even though the phenomenon (known as bankruptcy in capitalist economies) is central to its functioning. For example, Battaglia (1992) provides an evocative description of intergenerational debt forgiveness, whereas Verdery (2003) details the tragic ways in which collective debt is foisted onto individuals while corporations accrue previously collective credit unto themselves. When is credit/debt bequeathable, and when is this practice looked on with horror? Is the debtor a thief or a victim? Is the creditor a miser or a benefactor? Who is protected by the "moral hazard" (as economists call it) of debt forgiveness, and who is permitted to accrue largesse? Nugent (1996) , for example, powerfully reminds us of the potentially dangerous outgrowth of such boundaries, wherein entire ethnic groups associated with credit can be labeled villainous by a given population. Such moments wherein credit/debt becomes affixed to individuals or collectivities, and moves between them, allows us to witness the inscription of social boundaries of inclusion, exclusion, hierarchy, and equality (Elyachar 2005 , Foster 1995 , Greenberg 1995 , Verdery & Humphrey 2004 .
TEMPORAL BOUNDARIES
In an ideal world, both creditor and debtor are pleased with an agreement that allows for the expansion of economic value for every party involved. But people can also become trapped in a vicious cycle of debt, from which they cannot escape, as Dudley (2000) and Williams (2004) document all too vividly. Weber (1905) might have considered this a variant of his notion of the "iron cage," wherein people are shoehorned into a new future-orientation from their previously present-oriented "economic traditionalism" (pp. 36, 191) . Marx (e.g., 1990, p. 342) would likewise proclaim it as an example of living labor's enslavement to dead labor. However, ethnographers can equally point to instances in which debt is seen as a sort of blessing rather than a trap. After providing an illuminating description of the circulation of coins in a village in Mexico, Eiss (2002) explains that laboring to pay back a "sacred debt to the Virgin. . . [brings] value, honor, and grace to their pueblo" (p. 322). Whether good or bad, all these instances show that credit/debt can weld people to particular temporal regimes as people labor to build the increment demanded by the future in exchange for actions in the past.
With credit/debt relations, then, the projection toward the future is critical. Indeed, this notion has long been the transparent dividing line between barter and credit/debt. As Humphrey & Hugh-Jones (1992) document, for centuries many theorists have alleged that barter cannot create any lasting social ties precisely because of its lack of a temporal horizon. In this narrative, barter is seen as a refusal to enter into credit/debt relations; in a seminal article, Hart (1986) Building on Woodburn's (1982) important discussion of "immediate-return" versus "delayed-return" societies, Day et al. (1999) have provided us with a very helpful model for addressing this relationship among time, freedom, and hierarchy. The authors in their volume find that marginalized groups will often flee the compulsion of credit/debt; they do so by constructing a world constituted by abundance. When the world is constituted by plenitude, there is no reason to sacrifice consumption today to better secure tomorrow. There is little reason to engage in credit/debt relations, and their denial of these constitutes a declaration of sovereignty. Brown's (1959) almost pathological search for a liberated, "debtless man" can also be seen as an extreme incarnation of this drive for sovereignty (see also Simmel 1907) . Similarly, evidence that some communities mistrust standard banking institutions might also be read as a desire to refuse the binding ties of credit/debt with faceless outsiders and thereby retain sovereignty over their own futures (Elyachar 2003) .
Taking these texts together, one could readily imagine a broader interest on the part of anthropologists in connecting the issue of credit/debt with the current interest in sovereignty. And indeed, several people are working in that direction (e.g., Cattelino 2008 , Roitman 2007 . In fact, Kelly & Kaplan (2001) and Miyazaki (2005) have carried on a highly germane debate about the acceptance and refusal of gifts and how this relates to vital questions of sovereignty. From this literature we learn, among other things, that noticing the emphatic rejection of credit/debt relations is as ethnographically significant as noticing their embrace.
Contrariwise, Comaroff & Comaroff (1990) , Ferguson (1990) , and Parry & Bloch (1989) have all explored the productive interface between direct exchange and long-term credit/debt. Rather than seeing them as mutually exclusive, these authors show how the negotiation between the two relates to intragroup solidarity and fission. Parry & Bloch (1989) provide a succinct programmatic statement on this matter, whereas the Comaroffs and Ferguson provide clear and convincing examples (so too do the contributors to Parry & Bloch's book). In studying cattle in southern Africa, both the Comaroffs and Ferguson discovered that people did not exclusively position themselves in some scalar competition to acquire the most cattle, but instead embroiled themselves in a discussion over the very question of whether cattle (credit/debt) or cash (direct exchange) should be the basis of society's wealth creation, storage, and disbursal.
If much scholarship has revolved around the way credit/debt binds the present to the future, we must also attend to the way in which it binds the present to the past (see Hart 2001) . Most recently, Shipton has shone a very serious light on this matter in the form of a planned trilogy of ethnographic books, two of which have been published to date (Shipton 2007 (Shipton , 2009 ). Whereas Shipton shows how the ancestors (via graves) are quite literally related to the ownership of land, authors such as Chu and Kwon have investigated the "ghost money" traditions that we often find in Asia (Chu 2010 , Kwon 2007 . Chu speaks of "cosmic debt," whereas Kwon (2007) informs us that ancient Vietnamese tradition viewed life itself as a type of bank loan: "In old Chinese belief, every birth to this world was based on the allowance of a loan from 'the Treasury of the Other world,' or 'the Bank of Hell'" (p. 77). He tells us that "the postmortem immolation of wealth, real or symbolic, was almost a legally binding act of debt payment. . .in ancient China" (Kwon 2007, p. 77) . The practices described by Chu, Kwon, and Shipton also readily remind one of the frequent appearance of credit/debt relationships with ancestors that has been so well documented in Melanesia and elsewhere (e.g., Klima 2002 , Lambek 2001 , Strathern 1988 .
Finally, any discussion of credit/debt's ability to contribute to the social mediation and understanding of time would be incomplete if we were to neglect the issue of interest and usury. Gregory's (1997) highly counterintuitive assessment of usury in India (and simultaneous indictment of the World Bank) represents an exciting incursion into the literature. Maurer perhaps stands as the anthropologist who has covered this most extensively and most assiduously. In his work, ranging from offshore finance (2007) to Islamic banking to local currencies (2005), he has covered the nature of interest/usury in great detail. His recent book, Pious Property (2006b), presciently provides an insightful and much needed journey through the history of the mortgage (many people's most intimate daily relationship with interest) as a social institution.
Some recent work also attempts to make sense of typically macrolevel objects of analysis related to the study of interest-such as the credit market, the national debt, or the yield curve-via microlevel theories from anthropology. Holmes (2009) (2009) all study the production of certain financial techniques and how they represent attempts to govern a given public's shared future. Many of these efforts have been at least partly inspired by Callon's work on the performativity of economics (e.g., Callon 2007).
As anthropological research into the question of interest/usury continues, studies of both microcredit/microfinance, Islamic finance, and local currencies (many, but not all, local currencies proscribe lending at interest) will become increasingly more common. For example, despite celebrations of microcredit/microfinance in the popular media, some ethnographers have noted that its perceived benefits are not always delivered (Elyachar 2005 , Lont & Hospes 2004 , Moodie 2008 , Rahman 1999 . Meanwhile, envisioning credit/debt as a socially binding force even when interest is absent (or at 0%, as in Japan between 2001-2006) makes both Islamic finance and the local currency movements fascinating case studies for much of the anthropological theory discussed here (Hart 2001 , Maurer 2005 .
SPATIAL REGULATION
For interest payments to be collected, there must be either a regulatory authority or a common bond of trust that enforces it. This precondition represents one way in which credit/debt brings together temporal and spatial regulation. Explorations of spatial boundary building and maintenance lead us into the immense literature spawned out of Sahlins's (1972) masterful Stone Age Economics. In this text, he famously connects morality, modes of exchange, and spatiality. Inspired by Malinowski's (1922, pp. 177-94) spectrum of possible economic transfers, as well as work by Polanyi (1944) , Sahlins considered free gifts, seizure, and everything in between. He writes, "the span of social distance between those who exchange conditions the mode of exchange," wherein enemies suffer theft, strangers tolerate higgling commercialism, and kin and neighbors expect fair and binding credit/debt relations (1972, p. 196) . In this model, theft represents an attempt by one party to break the credit/debt dyad by seizing the credit while disavowing the debt. We have here an elegant model for addressing much that remains exciting to scholars today, and one could safely say that many of the authors cited in this review have been at least partly inspired by Sahlins's work.
That said, Zelizer's (1994) groundbreaking evidence of brazen seizure within the nuclear American family makes Sahlins's stimulating effort seem overly schematic. Truitt's sad recounting of the exchange of friendship for loaned money in Vietnam equally calls it into question (Truitt 2007) . By ethnographically documenting zones where theft becomes standardized, Roitman (2006) similarly problematizes Sahlins's model for us. She demonstrates that anthropologists cannot take for granted normative claims about the morality of illegal versus legal behavior because illegality has its own rationality that is "both economically strategic and socially productive" (Roitman 2006, p. 264) .
Thankfully, Guyer (2004) solves some of these potential shortcomings by providing us with a thoughtful and inspiring rereading of Bohannan's (1955) Polanyian "spheres of exchange" argument. 4 In so doing, she manages to hone our ability to connect credit/debt with the production and regulation of space. Allowing that Bohannan himself thought of "conversions" across spheres as a form of "investment" (i.e., a credit/debt relation), Guyer then points out that "[w]ithout questioning Bohannan's ethnography at all, one can simply lift off the boundedness of the model and connect each sphere to its regional trading networks, to see not barriers but institutions that facilitated asymmetrical exchanges across value registers" (Guyer 2004, p. 28) .
In this reading, Bohannon's spheres of exchange take on relevance well outside their normal bailiwick in traditional societies. For example, the sumptuary laws of any governing regime-state or nonstate-can now be seen as attempts to constrain and channel the flow of credit/debt spatially. Many other regulatory mechanisms of credit/debt, such as "rationing" (Guyer 2004 , Ledeneva 1998 , could be added to this list. Guyer's book can be seen as part of an already growing literature that questions a strict dichotomy between the informal and the formal sectors; instead of formal and informal, we see "tournaments of value" (Appadurai 1986 ) as well as cooperation among state and nonstate regulatory regimes. Seen in this light, Roitman's (2005) description of a "pluralization of regulatory authority" for all economic transactions may be apt well outside of the Chad Basin.
This work, and others like it, brings to light credit/debt's role in place-making, by connecting it with issues of routinization and the building of consistent transactional pathways and networks (Lowrey 2006 , Myers 2000 , Nugent 1996 , Shipton 2009 ). We can witness, for example, how places are drawn together via remittances (Buggenhagen 2004 , Hernandez & Coutin 2006 . But it is also fascinating to pay careful attention to modes of savings and modes of disbursal of these savings, as many ethnographers have done (e.g., Caldwell 2004 , Gudeman & Rivera 1990 , Maurer 2007 , Mayer 2001 , Ong 1999 , Shipton 1995 , Verdery 1996 .
Of course, matters of credit/debt relations need not be confined to small communities, and much work within anthropology has considered the role of credit/debt in international or regional systems ever since the vast, interethnic system of the kula was investigated. For example, some anthropologists have provided important discussions of the role of credit/debt for the creation of the colonial system (van Binsbergen & Geschiere 2005, Thomas 1991; see also Stiansen & Guyer 1999 for a discussion of the impact of credit/debt on shifts in temporal reckoning in colonial spaces). Even outside a classic colonial power structure, others have highlighted the colonizing capacity that results from clashing regimes of credit/debt or the international movement of gifts (Gregory 1997 , Mandel & Humphrey 2002 , Mitchell 2002 , Pedersen 2002 , Rausing 1997 .
Scholars such as Elyachar (2003 Elyachar ( , 2005 Elyachar ( , 2006 and Ferguson (1990) have provided influential studies of international movements of credit/debt in the form of states and international organizations that attempt to provide development aid and to solve third-world debt crises with "structural adjustment programs" (see also Smith 2008) . As opposed to its movement via such international aid operations, Arrighi (1994) , Cronon (1991) , Harvey (1990) , and Leyshon and Thrift (1997) are all well known for offering macrolevel descriptions of the transformative power of capitalist credit/debt when it moves via profitoriented banking mechanisms into previously noncapitalist spaces. A history of today's international debt system, so critical to understanding the macrolevel issues afoot in these varied ethnographic settings, can be found in Locke & Ahmadi-Esfahani (1998) .
OF BODIES INDIVIDUAL AND NATIONAL
Anthropology may be uniquely situated to insist continually on the relationship between credit/debt and the body. This relationship was developed by Nietzsche (1887), but it was greatly elaborated on by people such as Simmel (1907), Deleuze & Guattari (1972) , Brown (1959), and Pietz (1997) , all of whom insist on the correlation between debt and bodily punishment. But in some ways, we have little need for a rich philosophical tradition on which to build our claims because we have such an extensive ethnographic one. For example, Chu (2010) inspires us to look very carefully at the intertwinings of credit/debt and bodies by investigating the transnational flow of Chinese migrants, and the debt-slavery into which they enter in their continual efforts to emigrate, not altogether unlike America's old system of indentured servitude (other texts that discuss debt peonage include Dore 2006 , Sykes 2005 , and Taussig 1987 .
While building on Munn's idea that bodies with credit can move through spacetime and bodies in debt are constricted in this same realm, Graeber (2001) has added to this literature on bodies by illuminating the role of visible versus invisible bodily powers and adornment. Leyshon & Thrift (1999) have recently focused on the rise of credit scoring, and thus, the manner in which individual bodies become expressly labeled as either good or bad risks for the banking industry. Finally, Lévi-Strauss (1949) asserted that the bodies of women were traded by men in vast systems of credit/debt that built entire societies. Needless to say, many contested both his empirical and theoretical claims, but considering the flow of living bodies as part of a system that builds enduring relations of credit/debt remains important in the study of kinship (e.g., Hirsch & Strathern 2004; Strathern 1988 Strathern , 2005 .
Finally, the burgeoning globalized trade in human organs or blood, as well as compensation claims based on bodily injury, has become an important object of ethnographic study (Cohen 1999 , Copeman 2005 , Kirsch 2001 , Leach 2005 , Ralph 2009 , Scheper-Hughes 2000 . When body parts are given as gifts, the exchange is seen as moral, but such trades are broadly lambasted when seen as part of a direct exchange.
5 Any future challenges to Mauss's claim that credit/debt builds lasting social ties whereas direct exchange threatens to dissolve them will need to contend with the compelling evidence from these studies.
Relating to the study of bodies, one might say that anthropologists have been contributing to the gradual unraveling of the Lockean tradition that has always projected a straightforward bifurcation between person and object, just as we have worked against separating the credit/debt dyad. Greatly influenced by the pioneering efforts of Strathern, and more recently Latour, anthropologists have shown that the boundary between bodies and objects is much more fluid than the western rationalist tradition of property rights has assumed. Recent research that continues this critique of the universalist pretensions of western theories of property necessarily complicates our standard notion of credit/debt and the spectrum of alienability facilitated by it (Hann 1998 , Hirsch & Strathern 2004 , Keane 1997 , Kirsch 2004 , Myers 2001 , Pottage & Mundy 2004 , Strathern 1988 , Thomas 1991 , Verdery 2003 .
This focus on bodies has gradually expanded, impelling researchers to investigate the capacity of credit/debt to integrate individuals with the corporate body that is the nation-state. Whereas Brantlinger calls "public credit. . .an ideological, economic corollary of nationalism" (Brantlinger 1996, p. 29) , Song (2009) illuminates the manner in which national prestige is tied up with successful national debt payments. In his study of gambling in Greek coffee houses, Papataxiarchis (1999) reveals the fascinating way in which Greeks transfigure their state so as to imagine it as a spendthrift, dappling free gifts on its citizens that need no return. In all cases, we learn not only that citizens and subjects rely on an idiom of credit/debt to become deeply attached to their nation-state, but also that states and citizens are socially constructed, in part, out of the reciprocal flow of material resources between national and individual bodies. Via credit/debt, then, an almost visceral connection between the well-being of the individual body and the national body is reified and reinforced in daily practice.
CONCLUSION
Taking all this research together, we see that the ethnographic task over many years has been to study how the credit/debt nexus is productive of social ties, allegiances, enmities, and hostilities, rather than to make normative pronouncements concerning whether credit is liberating and debt is debilitating. The endless positioning of different social parties within the field of credit/debt is itself ethnographic data, rather than true evidence of one party's upstanding moral rectitude and another's moral lapse. Considering this viewpoint, the history of anthropological study of credit/debt reveals the benefits of not separating the economic effects of credit/debt from the moral debates over it. By contributing to the construction of boundaries of exclusion, inclusion, and hierarchy, the moral tensions and asymmetries that reside within the indissoluble dyad of credit/debt are themselves elemental in helping to generate the specific material effects of credit/debt that unfold in any given ethnographic setting-the material effects that are so privileged in studies by economists.
By providing ethnographies of the dense interlinkages among individual, family, state, and international systems, anthropologists have continually shown an ability to illuminate critical aspects of credit/debt relations that are lost if one turns only to this economics literature studying material effects. Thus, we should be on guard against schematized disciplinary boundaries that attempt to segregate the material (economics) and the moral (anthropology) into two distinct modes of inquiry, rather than seeing them as coconstitutive. As the work reviewed here attests, the anthropological corpus does not, in truth, fit into any such a schematized narrative. Instead, led by Guyer, Hart, Munn, Strathern, and many others, anthropological research on credit/debt can and should spread beyond the discipline, helping to improve not only all social scientists' understanding of the indissoluble dyad, but also our relations with other disciplines with whom we should be engaged in cohesive, long-term exchanges.
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